At .Harvard it was natural that James would in due course meet Outram Bangs, with whom he soon developed the close and friendly association that was a major influence in developing the young ornithologist and in training him in the meticulous methods that governed his later work. Following graduation Peters began his travd
Bowdler Sharpe, a most useful work but one behind our times due to great increases in knowledge in the systematic field. Furthermore the understanding of relationships and the criteria of distinction for geographic populations as entities had changed markedly. The subspecific concept had broadened, and there had come almost complete acceptance of the trinomial arrangement for listing closely related forms. Also, better understanding of the characters and limitations of genera had brought many changes from the narrower limits assigned by older workers, who often were handicapped by limited In field work and observation Peters had a quick eye, a keen ear, and an interest that never slowed. In the preparation of museum specimens he was skilful, far more rapid than the majority of naturalists, and did not shirk the labor involved in handling the larger and more difficult birds. However, I recall one incident when we were together in the Andean foothills of Argentina, where Jim and I crouched under the shelter of bushes watching a pair of condors circling overhead, each of us hoping silently that the great birds would not come within range! At the time we were several miles from our horses, and far from our temporary living quarters, so that a pair of condors would have posed a considerable problem. Fortunately, we had the pleasure of watching their majestic flight until they passed out of sight.
As a man Peters was quiet in demeanor, and at the same time wholly friendly to those of congenial interests around him. In our work together as young men in the field, he had always unfailing acceptance of our circumstances, regardless of whether we fared well or badly in the often bizarre surroundings that attended our mutual desires to investigate the birds of remote or difficult areas. Although short in stature, he was strong and active physically, and unfailingly cheerful with a dry humor that never deserted him.
My own association with him endured through a period of forty years with a steadfast friendship in which we had many differences in professional opinion but with no hint of personal misunderstandings, bickering, or quarrels. In later years Peters and I corresponded with fair regularity, usually regarding various ornithological problems and discoveries. At intervals, more regularly in Cambridge than in Washington, we worked together in the museums, and on weekends made minor excursions afield, sharing our mutual interests on all possible occasions. Inevitably our talk drifted to South America and elsewhere in reminiscences of travels that had given James and the writer the nicknames by which we were known among our more intimate friends.
In his scientific studies and in his writings Peters displayed clear judgment and painstaking meticulous study of available facts that formed the sound and reasonable basis found throughout his written work. Where questions of nomenclature were concerned, his wise understanding of difficult problems, and his clearcut adherence to the fundamental law of priority that is the only firm and lasting basis for decision left no uncertainty as to his actions. In all these matters he was direct, forthright, and unhesitating in expressing judgment once he was sure of his grounds. In studies of local occurrences he was particularly definite in his refusal to accept unusual records based on casual sight observation, demanding that these be substantiated by a specimen or by some other means concerning which there could be no question.
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